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which behind the veil wields so much of the reality
of power."
Two questions are really involved. The first, and the
more simple, is whether, in fact, there.has been any
usurpation of power by the departments; the second is
whether, in principle, the system is an objectionable one.
The answer to the first is the effective answer that, after
prolonged investigation by the Lord Chancellor's Com-
mittee, it was found that the system had proved its indis-
pensability, and that it resulted in no sort of discoverable
usurpation. Regulations were, save where emergency, like
an outbreak of foot-and-mouth disease, was involved,
made only after the most prolonged consultation with all
interests that might be affected by them; and these, from
the time-limit usually required by Parliament before
regulations became operative, had ample time to protest
if they wished to do so. The question of «w is more
complicated; and I shall discuss its significance later,
when I come to deal with the position and power of the
judiciary in our system. Here, it will be sufficient to say
that while the Lord Chancellor's Conurlittee suggests
minor safeguards, they found no evidence to suggest a
"new despotism" of any kind.
The question of principle raises more interesting con-
siderations. The case against delegated legislation cannot
be a case for preventing any executive action which is not
strictly controlled by Parliament; for those who make that
case do not ask that certain supreme examples of executive
authority, the prerogative powers of treaty-making and
the right to declare war, for instance, shall be transferred
from the Crown to Parliament. It cannot, even, be the
claim that whenever a power is conferred upon the
departments by Parliament, each exercise of the discretion
so referred shall be reported back to the ultimately re-
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